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DETAILED ACTION

1 . Claims 1-16 are pending and are presented for examination. A formal action on the

merits of claims 1-16 follows.

Claim Objections

2. Claims 12-15 are objected to because of the following informalities: Each of these

claims refers back to "The method of claim 11.. Claim 1 1 is a programmable software claim

not a method claim. Please correct claims 12-15 to indicate the reference to the programmable

software claim of claim 1 1 . Appropriate correction is required.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action:

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in

section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are

such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person

having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the

manner in which the invention was made.

4. Claims 1 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Meyer et

al (US 2002/0143871) in view of Leak et al (U.S. 6,182,072).

Regarding claim 1, Meyer teaches a method for providing email that enables a recipient

of the email to navigate readily through a set of web pages associated with the email, comprising

the acts of:
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composing an email to be sent from an originator to a recipient [Meyer - Figures 1 and

7A and page 2 paragraph [0043] - E-mail is previously composed having a header and a

body which is intended for a recipient];

in response to input of the originator, generating a web page navigation that includes a

plurality of uniform resource locators and associating the navigation with the email [Meyer -

Figures 1 and 7A, page 2 paragraphs [0038] and [0043] and page 4 paragraphs [0082-

0083] - After composing message, a meta-content index is generated which includes a

plurality of uniform resource locators (URLs) which are contained within the email

message and/or any attachments. The index and original message are combined into an

enhanced document]; and

sending the email and the navigation to the recipient [Meyer ~ Figures 1 and 7A and

page 2 paragraph [0043] - The enhanced document, i.e. email containing meta-content

index, is sent to the recipient(s)].

Meyer fails to explicitly teach a preferred viewing order in which the web pages associated with

the URLs are to be viewed.

Leak, however, discloses a method for generating tours ofworld wide web sites which provides

information indicating the sequence or preferred order of display ofweb pages, either implicitly

(order in which URLs are listed) or explicitly, by adding information to the list [Leak ~ Col. 7

lines 32-41 and Col. 8 lines 14-26].

Both Meyer and Leak are concerned with providing a listing ofURLs for a recipient to view the

corresponding web pages.

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention
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was made to incorporate the preferred viewing order in which web pages associated with URLs

are to be viewed, as taught by Leak into the invention of Meyer, in order to provide a mechanism

to guide and ensure the user views a set of web pages in a specific order based upon the

originator's desired idea or plan.

Regarding claim 9, Meyer teaches a programmable media containing programmable

software for providing email that guides a recipient through a set of web pages [Meyer - Page 3

paragraphs [0047-0060] - Implemented in a computer system including having computer

programs stored in a memory]. The remaining limitations in claim 9 correspond to the method

claimed in claim 1. They have similar limitations; thus claim 9 is rejected under the same

rationale.

5. Claims 2-3 and 10-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over

Meyer et al (US 2002/0143871) in view ofMarpe et al. (U.S. 6,671,692).

Regarding claim 2, Meyer teaches a method for guiding a recipient of an email readily

through a set of web pages associated with the email, comprising the acts of:

receiving an email [Meyer - Figure 7A and pages 7-8 paragraphs [0137-0139] -

Recipient receives enhanced document email from sender in an HTML format containing

web elements];
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receiving a webpage navigation [Meyer - Figure 7A, page 2 paragraph [0038], page 3

paragraph [0063] and page 4 paragraph [0083] - Meta-content index section contains a list

of URLs, i.e. web page navigation]; and

passing the navigation to a browser [Meyer Figure 7A and page 2 paragraph [0038]

- Once URLs are clicked, they inherently transfer the navigation, i.e. URL, to the browser

to display the webpage].

Meyer fails to teach displaying a preferred viewing order in which the web pages identified by

the navigation are to be viewed, and wherein the preferred viewing order is included in the

navigation.

Marpe, however, discloses a method for facilitating the navigation of data on a webpage by

displaying by the browser a preferred viewing order by use of a navigation chevron in which web

pages are identified in the order in which they are to be viewed within the chevron [Marpe -

Col. 1 lines 37-45, Col. 13 lines 15-32 and Col. 14 lines 37-57 (HTML code)].

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made

to incorporate the displaying of a preferred viewing order by a browser in which the web pages

are identified within the navigation chevron, as taught by Marpe, into the meta-content index of

Meyer, in order to provide a navigation arrangement which utilizes a progression of ideas or

phases as the designer had intended [Marpe Col. 1 lines 21-26 and Col. 13 lines 34-35].

Regarding claim 3, Meyer teaches a method for providing email that guides a recipient

readily through a set of associated web pages, comprising the acts of:
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composing an email to be sent from an originator to a recipient [Meyer - Figures 1 and

7A and page 2 paragraph [0043] - E-mail is previously composed having a header and a

body which is intended for a recipient];

in response to input of the originator, generating a web page navigation that includes a

plurality of uniform resource locators [Meyer - Figures 1 and 7A, page 2 paragraphs [0038]

and [0043] and page 4 paragraphs [0082-0083] - After composing message, a meta-content

index is generated which includes a plurality of uniform resource locators (URLs) which

are contained within the email message and/or any attachments. The index and original

message are combined into an enhanced document];

sending the email and the web page navigation to the recipient [Meyer - Figures 1 and

7A and page 2 paragraph [0043] - The enhanced document, i.e. email containing meta-

content index, is sent to the recipient(s)]; and

passing the web page navigation to a browser [Meyer Figure 7A and page 2

paragraph [0038] - Once URLs are clicked, they inherently transfer the navigation, i.e.

URL, to the browser to display the webpage].

Meyer fails to explicitly teach a preferred viewing order in which the web pages are to be

viewed, along with displaying by the browser an indication of the preferred viewing order.

Marpe, however, discloses a method for facilitating the navigation of data on a webpage by

displaying by the browser a preferred viewing order by use of a navigation chevron in which web

pages are identified in the order in which they are to be viewed within the chevron [Marpe

Col. 1 lines 37-45, Col. 13 lines 15-32 and Col. 14 lines 37-57 (HTML code)].

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made
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to incorporate the displaying of a preferred viewing order by a browser in which the web pages

are identified within the navigation chevron, as taught by Marpe, into the meta-content index of

Meyer, in order to provide a navigation arrangement which utilizes a progression of ideas or

phases as the designer had intended [Marpe - Col. 1 lines 21-26 and Col. 13 lines 34-35].

Regarding claim 10, Meyer teaches a programmable media containing programmable

software for providing email that guides a recipient through a set ofweb pages [Meyer Page 3

paragraphs [0047-0060] - Implemented in a computer system including having computer

programs stored in a memory]. The remaining limitations in claim 10 correspond to the

method claimed in claim 2. They have similar limitations; thus claim 10 is rejected under the

same rationale.

Regarding claim 11, Meyer teaches a programmable media containing programmable

software for providing email that guides a recipient through a set of web pages [Meyer - Page 3

paragraphs [0047-0060] - Implemented in a computer system including having computer

programs stored in a memory]. The remaining limitations in claim 1 1 correspond to the

method claimed in claim 3. They have similar limitations; thus claim 1 1 is rejected under the

same rationale.



Application/Control Number; 09/827,233 Page 8

Art Unit: 2143

6. Claims 4-7 and 12-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over

Meyer et al. (US 2002/0143871) and Marpe et al. (U.S. 6,671,692), as applied to claims 3 and 1

1

above respectively, in view of Komuro (US 2002/0186239).

Regarding claim 4, Meyer-Marpe teach the invention substantially as claimed, as

aforementioned in claim 3 above, but fail to explicitly teach using a color to indicated a link's

preferred viewing order.

Komuro, however, discloses a system for indicating the degree of importance of a link by

changing the color to thereby direct users attention to those links first, thereby indicating that

those links should be viewed first, i.e. because they are most important, thus indicating a

preferred viewing order [Komuro -- Figure 2, page 2 paragraph [0035], page 3 paragraph

[0039] and page 4 paragraph [0052]].

Both Meyer-Marpe and Komuro are concerned with focusing user's attention to links in a

preferred order, i.e. order of importance.

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was

made to incorporate the link color indication, as taught by Komuro into the invention of Meyer-

Marpe, in order to provide a visible mark to show the degree of importance of a link [Komuro ~

page 1 paragraph [0009]], thus providing a form of a preferred viewing order as users should

view those links with greatest importance first.

Regarding claim 5, Meyer-Marpe-Komuro teach the invention substantially as claimed,

including wherein the indication of the preferred viewing order is provide by images, i.e. icons
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[Komuro - Figure 2, page 2 paragraph [0035], page 3 paragraph [0039] and page 4

paragraph [0052] - Marks for degree of importance include images, i.e. icons].

Regarding claim 6, Meyer-Marpe-Komuro teach the invention substantially as claimed,

including wherein the indication of the preferred viewing order is provided by font

characteristics [Komuro » Figure 2, page 2 paragraph [0035], page 3 paragraph [0039] and

page 4 paragraph [0052] - Marks for degree of importance include color, i.e. a font

characteristic].

Regarding claim 7, Meyer-Marpe-Komuro teach the invention substantially as claimed,

including wherein the indication of the preferred viewing order is provided by forward and

backward controls [Marpe Col. 48 lines 30-44 - "Back", i.e. backward and "next", i.e.

forward, navigation buttons display items which have just been viewed (back) and items

which are next in line to be viewed (forward)].

Regarding claims 12-15, these are programmable software claims corresponding to the

methods claimed in claims 4-7 above. They have similar limitations; therefore, claims 12-15 are

rejected under the same rationale.

7. Claims 8 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Meyer et

al. (US 2002/0143871) in view ofKomuro (US 2002/01 86239).
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Regarding claim 8, Meyer teaches a method for providing email that guides a recipient

readily through a set of associated web pages, comprising the acts of:

composing an email to be sent from an originator to a recipient [Meyer Figures 1 and

7A and page 2 paragraph [0043] - E-mail is previously composed having a header and a

body which is intended for a recipient];

in response to input of the originator generating a navigation that includes:

a plurality of uniform resource locators that identify web pages to be viewed by

the recipient [Meyer - Figures 1 and 7A, page 2 paragraphs [0038] and

[0043] and page 4 paragraphs [0082-0083] - After composing message, a

meta-content index is generated which includes a plurality of uniform

resource locators (URLs) which are contained within the email message

and/or any attachments. The index and original message are combined into

an enhanced document]; and

sending the email and the navigation to the recipient [Meyer - Figures 1 and 7A and

page 2 paragraph [0043] - The enhanced document, i.e. email containing meta-content

index, is sent to the recipient(s)].

Meyer fails to explicitly teach having a color associated with each of the URLs according to a

color code to indicate a preferred viewing order in which the web pages are to be viewed by the

recipient.

Komuro, however, discloses a system for indicating the degree of importance of a link by

changing the color to thereby direct users attention to those links first, thereby indicating that
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those links should be viewed first, i.e. because they are most important, thus indicating a

preferred viewing order [Komuro - Figure 2, page 2 paragraph [0035], page 3 paragraph

[0039] and page 4 paragraph [0052]]. This implicitly provides that obviously a color code

exists in order to differentiate a link of one color which indicates a lesser degree of importance to

a link with another color indicating a higher degree of importance.

Both Meyer-Marpe and Komuro are concerned with focusing user's attention to links in a

preferred order.

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was

made to incorporate the link color indication, as taught by Komuro into the invention of Meyer-

Marpe, in order to provide a visible mark to show the degree of importance of a link [Komuro -

page 1 paragraph [0009]], thus providing a form of a preferred viewing order as users should

view those links with greatest importance first.

Regarding claim 16, Meyer teaches a programmable media containing programmable

software for providing email that guides a recipient through a set ofweb pages [Meyer Page 3

paragraphs [0047-0060] - Implemented in a computer system including having computer

programs stored in a memory]. The remaining limitations in claim 16 correspond to the

method claimed in claim 8. They have similar limitations; thus claim 16 is rejected under the

same rationale.
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Conclusion

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's

disclosure.

- Richardson et al. (U.S. 5,809,247) discloses a method for guided touring of websites

programmed onto a web server.

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the

examiner should be directed to Thomas J. Mauro Jr. whose telephone number is 703-605-1234.

The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00a.m. - 4:30p.m..

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's

supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on 703-308-5221. The fax phone number for the

organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306.

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications

may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished

applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR

system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR

system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free).

TJM
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